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Abstract of,

THE US NAVY AND NATIONAL STRATEGY IN EAST ASIA: AN OUTLOOK
FOR THE NEXT TWENTY-FIVE YEARS.

This paper explores how the US Navy serves the national
strategy in East Asia. and what the future may hold for the
Navy continuing to do so for the next twenty-five years. The
paper concentrates on the peacetime, political role of the
Navy, and does not specifically address the Navy’s wartime
missions,

The paper finds that the Navy serves the national

strategy and the objectives 1t supports, very well. But as
the world becomes multipoiar and more 1i1nterdeperdent, the
miiitary, that is the Navy, wi1ll have to used 1n conjunction
with nonmilitary policy instruments in order to continue to
achieve given objectives. In this regard, tne paper concludes
tnhat the future does not 1ook promising. US policy
cocrdination appears poorly managed within the government,
with potentially destapilizing results.

In &2 time of oiminishing threats and budget deficits, the
ration must be cara2ful what naval forces are cut 1n the
Pacatic, Cuts taken for budgetary rather than strategic

reasons may end up costing the nation more when 1t 18 required

to reestaplish stabiiity and the balance of power.
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PREFACE

1 embarked on this paper for three reasons: first, I
have always been interested in the ’'political ’'uses of
military force, 1.e.. the use of the military to accempliish
national goals and objectives short of going to war.

Secondly, I have had fleet experience 1n the Pacific for over
ten years and wanted to learn more about what the non-crisis
issues were within the theater. And, thirdiy, I have read and
heard much about the dawning of the "Pacific Century” and
wanted to see 1f, and how, this would relate to the Navy’s
peacetime missions.

Prior to uncdertaking this paper, I had serveg a tour inr
the Politicc-Mrintary Policy and Current Plans Division on the
Navy Staff 1n washington. I was. therefore, comfortable witn
the subject before I pegan, although my previous expertise was
1n European and Soviet affairs.

One of the most critical parts of the paper discusses the
importance of the perceptions of the East Asians, the nations
who are most positively affected by US naval bresence in the
reaion, Thus, my bibliography shows an almost equal
g'stribution of material written bv Asians as by “Westerners.’
Tnese opini1ons were tnen meiged 1nto my own thinking about the
strategic situation in the region.

Four of my 1nterviews were extremely helpful 1n viewing

the region 1n a global perspective. The interviewees were




positive about the accomplishments of the US in the region,
but agreed to varying degrees that a strategic review was
necessary, given the rapidly changing world situation and the
US budget crisis. These interviews were with former CNO
Admiral Thomas Hayward, retired Rear Admirail Bill Cockell,
Rear Admiral Bill Pendley (CINCPAC J-5) and Captain Jim
Giblin, the Head, Strategic Plans, Policy and Policy Programs
at CINCPACFLT.

The paper expresses many of my personal opinions on the
situation 1n the region today and 1s by no means merely a
review of the subject material. 1In fact, the references were
mainly cited for the gaps they fillea in my understanding of
the situation.

I believe a%e of the most important points to be taken
from the paper 1s what the Navy has accomplished for peace,
stability and the achievement of national objectives. This 1s
balanced, however, by what I believe to be a general lack of
domestic understanding of the i1ssues, which may undercut tne
U8 position of accepted leadership and result in a
destapilization of the region. I strongliyv feel that the US
must. therefore, make a concerted effort to articulate the
naticnal recional strategv anag objectives: This must not been

done so with the Soviet union as the maln bpackdroo.
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THE US NAVY AND NATIONAL STRATEGY IN EAST ASIA: AN
OUTLOOK FOR THE NEXT TWENTY-FIVE YEARS

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this research paper 1s to examine what
American interests and objectives 1n the Western Pacific ang
East Asia are likely to be over the next twenty-five years and
to examine how US seapower can best serve those national
interests.

Accordingly, one of the primary objectives of the paper
1s to articulate how seapower translates national objectives
iNnto an appropriate national strategy. Another important
objective 1s tO ;iace the current strategic situation i1nto
nistorical perspective. This w11l aid those who are
contempliating changes in the US position to evaluate them 1n
l1gnt of strategic orecedents, American or otherwise.

This author’s assumption, articulated within the paper,
tnat US miiitarv power 1in East Asia has underwritten the peace
and staciiitv of that region today. The paper further argues
tnat the uniteag States rresentlv Tings i1tself 1n a unique

oC

D}

1ti2n 1 the Far East: 1t 1s the acceptable guarantor of
tne paiance of power and 1s credited bv the Asians for 1ts

positive role In tne region.’
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The military in general, and the Navy 1in particular,
accomnlishes several key military goals in East Asia, which
preserve stability and the balance of power by being present
1n sizeable, and therefore. militarily credible numbers. The
four US regional goals are: keep regional disputes 1n check,
obviate the need for regional military expansion, prevent
external propblems from destabilizing the balance of power, and
prevent the Soviet Union from disrupting the balance of power,.

Aithough militarily-oriented, the goals above are pursued
for pourposes other than strictly military ends. Rather, their
purposes are 'n “"the broadest sense political, 1nvolving
the maintenance or enhancement of the state’'s position in the
world. "¢

But 1n a world i1ncreasingly intergependent, the Navy
alone 1s not capable of accomplishing the objectives of the
United States 1n East Asia: 1t must be viewed as but only one
cf several policy i1nstrument, In thiys context, this paper
wi1ll also examine the following nonmilitary policy
instruments: trade and economic policy; dipliomacy:; securaty
assi1srtance: and arms control. A major conclusion of this
paper 1s that the use of US policy instruments 1s not very
coorainated and seem., at times. Lo be at cross-purpeses.

The negative upshot of this 1s tnat some 1nstruments,
trade policy, for example, have the potential to undermine the

positive accompiitshments of nava!' presence 1n East Asia. The
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US must recognize that all strategic tools, or policy
instruments, must be used in concert. If they are not, the
result could be an undermining of the US’s ability to
accomplish its objectives in East Asia. In other words, the
Navy would be less able to serve 1ts 'political purposes.
ana, thus, would be less able to maintain or enhance the US

position in the region.

SEAPOWER AND STRATEGY

Formulation of long-range strategy requires consigeration
of a numpber of elements. First, a sound understanding of
history allows the strategist to construct a framework for
interpreting the reasons for past actions. The use of history
as a gecision m%@ing tool 18, however., a duai-edged sword.
Some 1nterpreters want to apply every lesson and nuance to a
current situation without looking for or recognizing the
differences between the olid and the new. Others see no
nistorical parallel at all and as such refuse to learn the
iessons, and more importantly the mistakes, of those who went
before. The best way to use history 1s to not only learn whv
certain gecisions were made and what the results were. but o
alsc look at what the results might have peen 1f an alternate
patn hadg been taken.

Necessary for this historical i1nterpretation 1s a solid

graso of the objectives a nation hoped to achieve by 1ts
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actions. These objectives must then be examined to determine
whether they were long-range 1n scope or merely situationally
oriented. Next, the strategist must understand the present;
an understanding of the current strategic picture 1s essential
because 1t determines whether a course of consistency or
change should be pursued. The current situation must,
therefore, be balanced against the known or presumed national
objectives.

One of the first responsibilities for a strategist
look1ng 1nto the role of seapower 1n East Asia for the next
twenty-five years is to explore the relationship between sea
power and national objectives. Sea power does not exist for
1LS Own purposes, but rather 1s oniy one of several
rnstruments of poiicy which are employed 1n pursuit of
naticnal political objectives.?

A secondary task for the strategist 1s to differentiate
petween the various forms of seapower. Sea power can be
thought of as falling 1nto one of three broad functional
areas: Nuclear deterrence: sea control andg power projection;
and navai presence.* The strategic deterrence mission 1S
qenerally tulfi1lleo by Fieet Ballistic Missile submarines and
L2 a lesser extent py surface ships and submarines which carrv

Tne nuciear—-armea lang attack version of the Tomahawk cruise

missiie.




The sea control and power projection missions are the
Navy’'s traditional combat missions.

The naval presence mission 1s the one with which this
paper 1s most concerned, that 1s. the role of seapower 'as the
earnest of US political 1nvolvement” 1n East Asian security
affairs.’

The nuclear deterrence and sea control/power projection
missions are the ones which traditionailly drive naval force
requirements, construction and acquisition programs. The
"presence”’ mission has no program sponsor or budget.
Consequently, there appears to be 1i1ttle understanaing cof tne
concept of naval presence as an active i1nstrument of national
policy. It 1s no wonder then, as will pbe elapborated later,
that most Asian ieaders have a mucrn better grasp of the role
of US seapower as a stabilizing force 1n East Asia than do the

vast majority of US naval officers.b®

uS OBUECTIVES
The United States has deep historical roots 1n East As»a
and the western Paciric: 1t has been actively i1nvoived in the
region for neariv 140 vears, commencing with Commodore Perrv s
cpeninag oOf uvapan with the demand tnat the Japanese open
their markets or suffer the consequences 1n 1853. From tnis

bola beginning, the US has formulated and pursueg a set of




national objectives, which have well served its political,
security, and economic interests 1in East Asia. These
objectives have remained consistent for over 100 vears and are
balance of power oriented. The objectives are:

1. to maintain or restore stability;

n

to maintain or restore an acceptable vtalance cf opower:

3. to achieve and maintain a position of accepted poititical
leadership; and

4. to promote free trade.?

Pursuit of these objectives has been evident In many American
diplomatic and security actions 1in the region since the late
19tn Century: Hawail was annexed 1n 1889 in order to counter
the German occupation of Samoa; a "forward” US position was
establisned 'n the Philippines at the close of the Spanish-
American war 1n 1888: balance of power reasoning was behind
the "Open Door”™ policy 1n China 1n 1900; was the basis of
Tneodore Roosevelt’s concerns about potential Japanese
negemony 1n East Asia; 1t also plavea a large part 'n the
formuiation of the American negotiating position at the
wasnington Disarmament Conference 1n 1921-22 8 : balance of
power was on Franklin Rocsevelt's mind wnen he embargoed o011
and scrap exports to sapan 1n 3941 -- an event whicn Jead to
worid war II 1n tne Paci1fic; argd., finally, concerns for tne
cast Asian balance of power to a great extent underoinned

America’s decisions to go to war 1n Korea and vietnam.
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EAST ASIA AND GEOSTRATEGY

CHAPTER II

The East Asi1a of 1990 1s vastly oi1fferent from that which
existed 1n 1945: 1n that year 1t was a largely devastated area
torn by five or more years of war. Today 1t enjoys the most
dynamic economic growth rates 1n the entire world. Led by
Japan and the four "Little Dragons’'--Hong Kong, Singapore,
Taiwan. and South Korea--the East Asians have swiftly and
dramaticaiiy expanded their global market share of products
ranging ftfrom automobiles to semiconductors.!

It 1s widely acknowledged, both in the Far East and the
Uniteag States, t%at the economic miracle of East Asia 1s
largeiy due to peace and stability i1n the region; by not
naving to be preoccupied with external threats has allowed the
East Astans to concentrate on the business of nation building
ana 1ndustrial growth and moderni:zation.?2 These East Asian
nations at!so concede that the peace and stability which has
made this a:l possibie has been mainly underwritten by US
miiltary presence.

Since 1945 tne United States has achieved 1ts four
obiectives 1n East Asia by aimost exclusive reliance on
mi1lrtary poresence, with the Navy being the preeminent military

service 1r East Asia 1n 1990. With the exception of nearly
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30,000 Army troops in South Korea, the great majority of US
forces in the East Asian region are either air or maritime
forces. Even among the latter, the Navy is preeminent because
1t 1s not tied to fixed air fields and support facilities: it
1s also unrivaled because of 1ts flexibility. mebrl1ty. and
relative self-sustainability. The emphasis on naval forces,
therefore, reflects both the geography and scale of the
region. Except for Laos. every state in East Asia is eil1ther a
l1i1ttoral or isliand nation. The distances within the theater
are daunting and tend to constrain operations to some extent.
For example, 1t is 3,300 miies from Hawai11 to Guam and another
1.500 miles on to the Pnilippines. It 1s 3.500 miles from

~

Japan to Hawaill and 3.000 plus miles from Tokyo to Singapore.3
Maritime fé;ces are also preeminent because of the
nature and ociversity of perceived threats. South Korea 1s$ the
only location within East Asi1a where any of the overt US
commitments face any direct land-oriented threat. The
remainder of the perceilved threats are generally maritime 1n
nature and therefore, the reliance on a maritime strategy to
preserve stabi1liity ana the balance of power 1s almost a given.,
Additionaliy., unliike Europe where the Atlantic Allrance
Taces a monolitnic Soviet Threat, thnere 1s noO such shared

threat perception among Astans. For exampile. Indonesia and

Thailand most fear Vvietnam: vVietnam and China are historicai
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enemies; South Korea fears North Korea; and the US, China and
Japan are opposed to Soviet expansion in the region.*

Because of 1ts role as the guarantor of stability and
balance, the US has aaopted a strategy of flexibility within
the region. The historical basis for this flexibility shows
that the US has used 1ts power 1n ways which 1t did not
anticipate, such as the defense of Korea in 1950.

Accordingly, 1f one were to examine US forces throughout the
region on a threat-by-threat basis one would probabiy feel
that American forces were not well suilted to any one of the
tasks at hand. This approach. that of trying to meet all
threats simuitanecusly, has long peen abandoned as
unaffordable and the US has adoptea a posture of flexibilityv,
which alilows th; US to deal with any one threat 1nitially by
trying to stabilize the situation until follow-on forces
arrive at the scene.

The previous paragraph notwithstanding, US military
forces 1n East Asia are more importantly linked to broader
political anad economic 1nterests which resist simple analysis.
Thus. the use of naval power to serve broader US i1nterests and
those of 1ts regional allies ang friends, poses strategic and
operational oroblems. For the strategist these problems are
compounded as they come at a time of growing domesti1C pressure
for worldwide US force reductions. The growing debate about

force structure 1s driven by the twin pressures of the US
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budget deficit and the perception of a diminishing Soviet
threat. There may be a reluctance to cut US forces in Europe
unti1l a clearer picture of negotiated force reductions emerges
in order to preserve the US and allied negotiating positions.
This may make Pacific forces more susceptible to force cuts 1n
a time of budget cutting, a perceived diminishing threat, ang
the highly-charged rhetoric of a congressional election year.

Strong domestic pressure for force reductions will pose a
true dilemma for American strategists. The first horn of the
di1lemma 1s how much to reduce the force structure 1n the East
Asi1an region, and thus naval and military presence, to satisfy
the Congress and tne American public. The other horn of the
dgiiemma 1s how to 1mpiement apparently 1nevitable force
reguctions without causing aiarm within the region and thus
giving tne unintended perceotion that tne US is abandoning 1ts
commrtment to 1ts four historical opjectives. If nandied
correctly, the likely force cuts would not conly satisfy the
budget cutters. but woula preserve US position as the
acceptable guarantor of the East Asian balance of power. If
not, the results coculd be utteriy destabilizing and 1n no

one’'s pest long-term i1nterests.
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NAVAL PRESENCE AND STABILITY

CHAPTER III

As mentioned previously, the nations of the region
percelve a wide array of threats on which there 1s no
consensus; their fears are not based on 1deoclogy, but on more
historically rooted distrust of their neighbors. Adhering to
the recognized notion that my neighbor is my enemy, my
nei1ghbor once removed 1s my friend, most states are primarily
concerned about their geographic neighbors. There are,
nowever, tLwo major exceptions to this rule. Based on their
experiences 1n Worla war II, many East Asian nations sti1]
narbor fears of a miiitarily strong Japan. The Japanese, 1n
turn, recognize this and tena, therefore, to restrain any
overt and threatening drive for rearmament.'’ Secondly, the US
is widely regarded as the acceptable guarantor of the balance
of power because of 1ts non~-hegemonic nature and 1ts position
as an extra~-regional power.2 Although most Asians recognize
the leaitimacy of the US cilaim as a Pacific power, 1t is stil]
seen as 1 non-Asilan nation wnicn exerts ieagersnip within the
reg:on tor tnhe apoparent good of aitl. This 1s 1mportant when
viewed relative to Astian concerns about a resurgent Japan
because a US presence 1s seen as a parrier to renewed Japanese

militarism.3
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By performing several functions directly related to
military concerns, the US Navy helps to achieve attainment of
the four US obgjectives. These 1nclude, but are not i1imited
to: keeping regional disputes 1n check; obviating the need
for regional miiitary growth; preventing external problems
from destabili1zing the balance of power: and, preventing tne
Soviet Union from pilaying any disruptive role at anyone eise’s
expense.

Accomplishment of these objectives provides a solxd
foundation for the attainment of all four of the basic US
objectives, which depend heavily on stability and peace. It
also highlights the vital contributions which naval and
military forces make to the US strategy 1n East As1ia.

KEEPING REGIONAL DISPUTES IN CHECK

As previously mentionred, most antagonisms in East Asia
are oriented toward b1iiateral animosities between neighbors.
A closer 1ook will also show that there are historically
rooted ai1fferences between states which do not share common
borders. For example, Japanese and South korean differences
go well beyond tnheir competition 1n manufacturing and
research. The Koreans nhave vivid memories of centur:es of
Japanese occupation of the Korean peninsula. In tne 1970s the
koreans tended to see the Japanese as unappreciative of their

efforts to stabi1lize tne miiitary situation 1n korea. NoOtU
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unlike many Americans, the Koreans felt that Japan was getting
a free ride on security issues and that they should start to
do more for their own defense. But just as Japan has started
to do more. especlally their efforts to protect the sea and
alr space out to 1,000 miles, the Koreans began to worryv about
a militari1ly resurgent Japan.

Two other 1mportant relationships 1n East Asia center on
China, whose relations with Japan and Taiwan are especlally
dependent on US policy in the region. The Chinese would be
concerned 1f any 1mprovements 1n Japanese military capability
were not defensive 1n nature. Secondly, relations with Taiwan
have peen unpredictable and couid lead to conflict 1f the
Taiwanese see opportunities 1n the inevitable transition 1in
Chinese 1eadersg1p. US seapower plays a major role in these
two sets of relationships as 1t obviates the need for any of
the tnree nations to build large maritime forces in order to
counter the other.

The US Navy 1s also important as a moderating force in
bilateral or multiiateral disputes over territorial claims and
rignts to sea bed resources. Examples include disputes
bpetween China ang Vietnam over ownership of the Paracel
Istanas, claims of ownership of the Spratly Islangs by
vietnam., Maiaysia, China, and the Philippines and a dispute of

ownership of the Nantuna Islands by Indonesia and Vietnam.*4



This may be a difficult point to prove in the absolute, but
the proof exists in the negative; 1t is reasonable to assume
that the regional nations might have been more aggressive in
pressing their claims 1f the US were not present. Its aimost
akin to Mine Warfare--you don’t have to sink ships to be
successful, you Just have to prevent them from performing
thelir mission.
OBVIATING THE NEED FOR MILITARY EXPANSION

Stabi11ity 1n East Asia depends on the attainment of the
following two goals, which are both negative 1in their
objectives. The first 1s to deter the Soviet Union from
making any additional 1i1nroads into the area. The second 1s to
prevent regional actors from unnecessarily expanding or
improving their military capabilities. Achievement of both of
these goais depends on the US, 1ts regional military forces.
and most 1mportantly the credibility of 1ts commitment to
preserve the balance of power.5

Two plausible reascons can be assumed why any regional
power wouicd choose to burlid up 1ts military enough to
perceptibly alter the balance of power. The first reason
wou'd pDe a perception that the balance of power had already
sniftec at the expense of the US, Given the regions maritime
orientation, thi1s would pbe especially disconcerting to
everycone 1n the region: this has to do not only with

nistorical fears of countries ii1ke Japan, but the region’s




perceptions of what constitutes an acceptable maritime balance
of power. This interpretation of the maritime balance of
power is different than the traditional understanding of a
continental balance of power.® As a result, the American
public 1s not familiar with the concepts of an acceptabie
maritime balance of power and i1ts importance to US interests
1n East Ast1a. This point will be discussed later since a
sol1d understanaing, and acceptance. of the concept 1s
necessary for the preservation of naval forces needed to
support the US strategy 1n East Asia, a strategy firmly based
on the attainment of the four objectives.

The second reason East Asian nations would likely
undertake a mrirtary builldup would be to pursue a more
independent security arrangement based on purely internal
reguirements and conceptions. For examplie, at some point
Japan may find 1t necessary to sever 1its security links with
the US, *or a number of reasons easily imagined. The most
11kely of these would be over further disagreements on trade
disputes made worse by US rhetoric about structural
impeaiments to American i1mports and even more vociferous calls
for more Japanese burdensnaring.’ Trade and economic 1ssues
realiv drive nome tne podInt: the military 1s but one of
severail i1nstruments used to achleve a state’s political
objectives: the military must be usea 1n concert with other

instruments, such as diplomacy and trade policy. 1f 1t 1s to
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be effective. Critics of Japan, for instance, must realize
that there is a limit to how much criticism they will take
before they find it 1n their interests to pursue a more
1ndependent national security policy. A more integrated
approach, therefore. needs to be applied to the entire region
1n order to meet US objectives and to ensure nations do not

destabili1ze the region by embarking on arms races.

NOT ALLOWING EXTERNAL PROBLEMS TO DESTABILIZE THE BALANCE OF
POWER

The deployment of large US naval forces to the Indian
Ocean beginning 1n the late 1970s was very alarming to the
East Asians. particularly the Japanese. It vivialy showed
that the range 5} US global commitments could stretch naval
forces 1n the Western Paci1fic dangerously thin. American
ships deployed to the Indian Ocean 1n response to the seizure
of the US Embassy 1n Teheran by militant Iranians. Neariy a
decade later US operations 1n the North Arapbian Sea and the
Persian Gulf again overstretched US navail forces 1in tne
Pacific, as these deployments were made i1n an effort to
stabilize the worsening situation 1n the region caused bv the
Iran-Irag war. 7Tne 1mmeaglate and professea goal was Lo ensure
the unimpedea ftiow of o1i from the Gulf to overly dependent
nations--Japan and Western Europe. And, although the Japanese

were again somewhat alarmed at the drawdown of naval forces 1in
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the Pacific, they were less concerned this time as they viewed
the US actions in the Persian Gulf as in their own best
interests.

The actions of the US Navy 1n the Persian Gulf achieved
three politico-military results which should be exploited 1n
order to strengthen America’s position 1n East Asia. First,
it demonstrated the credibility of the US commitment to the
security of the East Asian region, even though the operation
was out-of-area. Second, it allayed regional fears of
Japanese military growth. And, lastly, 1t drove home tne
point to the Japanese that they need to do more for their own
defense. These three positive outcomes of US action 1n the
Persian Gulf are interrelated: they should only strengthen the
Jeadership and Agceptance of US presence 1in East Asia.

One positive outcome of America’s Persian Gulf poiicy was
how 1t enhanced the credibility of US defense commitments.
Even though the action took place thousands of miles from
Eastern Asja, it directly and positively affected that regions
view of US credgibility, because none of the oil-importing
Astan nations, most notably Japan. nave the capability to
protect tre sea |1nes of communication (SLOC) between
themselves ana the Gulf: US presence obviates the need Tor
these nations to acaulre blue-water naval forces 1n order to

protect their SLOCs. The credibility of the US commitment was

most evident when the US stayed the course 1n the Persian
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Gulf, despite the loss of 37 American lives--USS Stark was
attacked by Iragi air-launched cruise missiles; it was further
enhanced with the USS Samuel B. Roberts mining incident. US
willingness to take human and material losses, for a purpose
not directly Jinked to US defense, added 'mmeasurably to 1ts
position 1n East Asta.?8

Another positive outcome of US action in the Gulf was the
strengthening of the security reiationship between the US and
Japan. Japan 1mports over 99% of 1ts o0311; over 70% of it
comes from the Persian Gulf.® Security of her SLOCs to the
Gulf and stabilitvy among the Gulf states 1s, therefore, vital
to Japanese securitvy. Since American efforts 1n the Gulf were
to orotect Japan’s vital 1nterests. 1t could only strengthen
the existing relationship. But, ominously, there 1s a darker
s1de to tne credibility coin. There were many changes in the
US that charged that this was another case of a free ride for
the Japanese at the expense of the American taxpayer. Charges
of a free ride were especially stinging because the critics
pornted 2ut that no one benefits more from the US security
umbreiia than 4o the Japanese.

One mere, and potentially most important, result of the
Guif act'on was the creation of a set of circumstances that
can acnieve two 1mportant but reiatead objectives. The first
1s a dramatic demonstration that tne US and Japan, and the

region as a whole, have common i1nterests outside the region’s
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notional boundaries. The second was a vivid demonstration
that the Japanese need to do more for their own defense.

In a sense, the smaller nations interest is directly
related to Japan’s vital interest 1n the Gulf. If Japan feeis
it needs to 1ncrease the size of 1ts military force, at some
point the smaller nations will also have to i1ncrease theirs 1n
order to counter the Japanese buildup. With respect to Japan,
the drawdown of US forces in the Western Pacific highlighted
the need for that country to bolster 1ts self defense forces
in the areas of maritime operations and air defense; a more
capable Japanese force would free the US to reposition 1ts
naval forces to protect common i1nterests 1n the Guif.
Stmultaneously, the US would be able to gemonstrate tnat
Japanese military improvements were defensive 1n nature and
were not an i1ndication of any hegemonic designs. If handleag
well, the US would thus get Japan to do more for its own
defense. without the usual polemics over trade and market
access. The US would also be able to convince the other
regional states that Japan was not 2mbarking on an independent
expansionist drive.

The exercise of US seapower in the Persian Gulf,
theretore. served to strengthen tne US position i1n East Asia
1in several ways. Little known and less understood by the

American public, the US policy 1n the Gulf was an outstanding
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achievement and strengthened the US’s ability to accomplish

1ts objectives in the future.

THE SOVIET UNION AND THE BALANCE OF POWER

The last year--1989--has seen remarkabie change 1n the
domestic political and economic make-up of the Soviet Union.
Ownersnhip of private property, rudimentary multi-party
democracy. and an almost total rejection of the primacy of the
Communist Party in every aspect of Soviet Tife are in the
fore. But these political and social changes do nothing to
alter the fact that the Soviet Union is still a superpower 1n
military means and capabilities.'® The stated "i1ntention’ of
the Soviet Union to lessen tensions between the East and west
has captured the 1maginations of the Western Europe, the
American public, and apparently the US Congress; all are too
ready tc oelieve the 'good intentioned”’ Soviet actions 1n the
T1gnt of purely buggetary reasons. With respect to the United
States, a less threatening Soviet Union would allow the nation
to cut 1ts military budget, and to use the "peace dividend”
Tor “"ungerfunded” domestic programs.

Domesti1c pressures toO decrease the military budget may
regquire the US to reduce 1ts military presence 1n East Asta
fcr puagetary ratner than strategic reasons. The dilemma,
therefore. is whether or not the US should abandgon its

anparentiy successful strategy of containment, given only one

Page - 20




uncertain year of nonetheless dramatic changes in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe. Deterrence of the Soviet Union
requires sizeable, modern and credible military forces.

But as the US reevaluates its strategy it must also
realize that ‘adjusting national policies to match national
resources 1s a prerequisite of sound strategy. ' There
appears to be a growing feeling within the US that the country
1s not capable of maintaining the military forces 1t has
structured over the past decades. Cuts 1n trh=> US military,
therefore. are almost inevitable, although the scope ana scale
of the reductions will not be known for some time. Potential
cuts must. however., be weilghed ag> . the fact that Soviet
1nterests 1n East Asia 2 2 not compatible with US 1nterests
and objectives; gov1et economic retrenchment may mean that
they will compete more on economic and diplomatic grounds and
less 1n the military arena. If so. the US must strive to use
ail 1ts policy 1nstrum>rts 1n concert to achieve 1ts
objectives. This will require greater reliance on the
econcmic and diplomatic policy instruments than 1S now the
case.

In ti:e ciolomatic arena, the US should be wary of
poss:iDie Scviet moves to 1mprove reiations with Japan. Soviet
concessions on the disputed Northern territorial - lands could

deliver a doutle blow to US interests 1n Japan 1f the US 1s

not weil prepared.'?




Japan and the Soviet Union have yet to sign a peace
treaty ending World War 11;'3 dispute over the ownership of
the four northern territorial 1slands, which the Soviets
seized 1n the closing days of the war,1s the reason the
Japanese refuse L0 si1gn a peace treaty. Although the USSR has
hinted at possible concessions on access, the Japanese will
accep* noitning less than the return of all four 1slands. Such
a stance, combined with proper timing, could present the
Soviets with a real window of dipiomatic opportunity viz-a-viz
the US; 1t could put the US on the defensive 1n Japan.

Soviet Presiaent Gorbachev 1is scheduled to make a state
visit to Japan 1n the spring of 1991, There are already
speculations about whether or not he will make some "gesture’
concerning Japanese claims on the i1sliands. If ne chooses to
do so., Gorvache:. could turn the return of the 1slands 1nto a
diplomatic coup, lessening Japanese ftears of the Soviet Union:
tne removal of Soviet troops from the 1slands would make
girect Soviet military actions against Japan ever more
gi1fficult. More importantly, Gorbachev could further
undermine the foundation of the US-Japanese relationship.

The US should reccgnize the dangers i1nherent in
Gorpachev's visit and take positive steps to ensure that he
goes as little camage as possibie to 1ts relationshib with
Japan. These might 1ncluage turning down the Qolume on trade

and burdensharing 1ssues. certalnly positives from the
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Japanese perspective. The US should also recognize that
strong rhetoric about burdensharing, the imbalance of trade,
and Japanese investment in the US may only serve to make the
ground more fertile for Gorbachev in Japan.

Opponents of the US-Japan Security Treaty might use the
opportunity to i1nitiate debate on the treaty calling 1t an
unegual treaty which threatens, not enhances, Japanese
security. They would 1likely point out that the US entered
1nto the treaty solely because of Japan’s geostrategic
position. In 1951, with China lost to the Communists and the
war 1in Korea at a stalemate, Japan was the only remaining
toehold for the US in Northeast Asia.'4 Japanese coopreration
was, therefore, vital 1f the US hoped to “contain’ the
Soviets 1n the r;gion. Japan and the US, thus. entered 1nto a
treaty which guaranteed US access to bases in Japan 1in
exchange for a promise to defend Japan against external
aggression: Japan had no such reciprocal obliigation to defend
the US. Original critics of the treaty argued that 1t gives
tne US too much say 1n Japanese security.

A fracturing of the relationship with Japan would be
cevastating to the US’'s abiiity to use seapower ccnstructively
1n the reailcn, especilally 1f 1t were to lose access to the
iarge faciiity at Subic Bay in the Philippines:'% 1t would

greatly undermine the ability of the US to accomplish 1ts four

regionai objectives,
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Aircraft carriers and their associated battlegroups are
l1ikely to remain the centerpiece of naval presence in the
region. Not only do they intimidate the Soviets, but they
have the requisite robustness in anti-air and anti-submarine
warfare, plus a potent power projection capability. All these
qualities will be necessary as the Navy prepares to meet new
challenges from small maritime nations which possess state-of-
the-art weapons capable of putting any US ship at peril.

Key to the US ability to keep two carriers 1n the Western
Paci1fic--one in the Western Pacific and one in the Indian
Ocean--1s the homeporting of one carrier I1n Japan. USS
MIDWAY . the carrier currently stationed 1n Japan, 1s scheduled
to retire form the active fleet in fiscai year 1991,
Repiacement of the MIDWAY prior to Gorbachev's visit should be
a priority for naval and national planners. If this 1s not
feasiple, the US should at least undertake to publicly
announce the replacement of MIDWAY with a specific carrier as
soon as possible. This will allow the Japanese public to
accept the proposed replacement of MIDWAY weil before the
Soviets have a chance to outflank the US. Any sizeable gap
petween the departure of MIDWAY and 1ts replacement, combined
with Sov:i=2t concessions on the Kuriies., might make 1t
Impossibt'e to get a repiacement carrier into Japan.

Another ganger viz-a-viz the Soviet threat 1n Asia 1s the

relative military balance of the two powers. The Soviets
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might move ahead of the US in the military balance if it does
nothing, while the US unilaterally draws down its forces 1in
response to budgetary pressures.

The upshot of all this 1s that while there are
Tmprovements 1n the US-USSR relationship, they have not yet
been manifest in a reduction of the Soviet's 1mpressive
military capabilities in the Far East. In fact, the near-term

future may hold more pi1tfalls than opportunities for the US.

THE CONTINENTAL AND MARITIME BALANCES OF POWER

As noted earlier, naval forces are of primary importance
1n East Asta and the Western Pacific because of the regions
geography and size. But they are also important for reasons
rooted in the pé}ceotions of the many regional nations about
the nature of a maritime balance of power. Their perceptions,
and those of the US to a large extent, are markedly different
than the traditional notion of continental balance of power.
Both the continental and maritime balance of power models are
based on models laid aown by the British over several hundred
years.

Britain's detinition of continental balance of power 1s
easy to ungerstand:; 1t has been the cornerstone of Braitisn
defense strategy since pefore the time of Elizabeth I, the

m1d-1500s. The traditional British goal has been to see a

giffusion of power 1n Europe such that no singie power, or
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consortium of powers, ever comes to dominant the Continent.
As a small island nation with i1nadequate resources to raise
and support a sufficiently large army, Britain saw its best
first 1ine of defense as a balanced continent. If any power
or powers were to come to dominate the continent, they could
put Britain at i1mmediate peril. Over time, this strategy led
Britain to form many alliances with varying partners in
Europe, and generally sided with the weaker of the powers 1n
order to restore an acceptable balance. From the start, 1ts
strategy was based on an "ends and means’ argument: Britain
simply did not have the resources required to support both a
large army and a superior navy. Forming partnerships allowed
them to concentrate their resources on their navy, for which
she had an enti;;ly different definition of acceptable baiance
of power.

Lrke her former colony 1in North America, Britain dependeg
on the seas for both protection and as a means of conducting
commerce. This seaborne commerce worked hand-in-glove with
tne Royal Navy as Britain built up 1ts far-flung global
empire.'6 Britain’s colonial commerce required a large Royal
Navy for protection, which the Royal Navy 1n turn required
tni1s mission to Justify 1ts size. Britain learned as earlvy as
thelr victory over the Spanish Armada in 1588 that continental

wars could nct be won by navies alone, but could be lost
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without them. This was, and is, especially true of nations
like Britain which depend on unimpeded use of the seas.

A contested maritime balance of power at sea was,
therefore, unacceptable; true maritime superiority was the
only acceptable objective.

Interestingly enough, the littoral and i1sland nations of
cast Asi1a were, and continue to be, supportive of single power
maritime superiority. Their acceptance of a monopoly of sea
power 1s of course conditional on whether or not the
exercising power 1S hegemonic or benign. Although colonial,
Britain was more of a benign than hegemonic power in East As1ia
in the Jlate 19th Century. The United States has also been
generally considered a benign maritime power in the Pacific
since the end of the second world war. In no small way does
this contribute to the American position as the acceptable
balance of power 1n East Asia today.

Smailer maritime-oriented nations have been relatively
toierant of a maritime monopoly because their use and access
to the seas nas gone on undisturbed by the dominating power.
It 's when the superiority begins to wane that the littoral
and 1sland nations start to worry.!’7 Competing naval powers
arrive on the scene and actively seek to aislodge the
prevaiiing power. Thi1s causes the contenagers for naval
supbremacy to seek out support bases for their fleets. These

supoort bases would naturally be located I1n those areas where
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the dominant power had no such Dases. Therefore, the struggle
for supremacy at sea would spill ashore.

In the minds of small maritime-oriented nations there are
three variations of maritime balance of power. The first is
not maritime powers present at all; this ideal choice 1is
preferred but quickly abandoned as utopilan and unrealistic.
The second variation, diffused balance--like the continental
modei--seems logical, but 1s generally unacceptable; it
results i1n competition which usually spills ashore and
involves parties not originally embroiled in the competition.
The preferred vartation, therefore, is that there be only a
single naval power present, or at least one strong enough to
be dominant. This diminishes the chance of combat at sea and,
thus, the chance'of combat ashore.

Small maritime nations do not generally state such a
preference publicly because the argument 1s entirely self-
serving. It 1s also a relatively sophisticated argument which
1s difficult to sell to people eager to embrace arms control

agreements designed to enhance security and to save scarce

resources.
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PERCEPTIONS

CHAPTER 1V

The balance of power can be measured 1n several ways.
Those with large number of forces tend to measure 1t 1n a
quantitative sense: ships vs ships: planes vs planes; and,
tanks vs tanks. The side with the lesser number of forces
generally tries to redress his perceptions of the imbalance by
seek1ng particular weapons or tactics, which give him some
agvantage over a numerically superior force. In US parlance
these weapons or tactics are called "force multipliers.” For
exampie, the US might try to exploit 1ts lead 1n electronic
warfare or night fighting capabilities by trying to draw 1ts
adgversary 1Into & situation where 1t can use these capabilities
Lo 'ts =dvantage.

But 1n the multilateral milieu of East Asia the most
important way the balance of power 1s measured is in the
perceptions of those whom the balance most affects.!

Througnout East Asi1a 1n the late 1960s and earlv 1970s
there was a growing perception that US power 1n the region was
waning, The shock of the "Nixon Doctrine 1n 1969 and the
compliete witnadrawal from Vietnam gave rise to fears of large-
scaie uS apanacnment ¢f 1ts interests 1n East Asta.? The uS

government prociaimed. however. that it Intended on pursuing
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its objectives and that it was not in retreat. The hard
evidence of the Persian Gulf action should point out, to
Asians and Americans alike, that the US is indeed a Pacific
power and that 1t intends to maintain its role as a catalyst
for peace and stability.

The US., however, has aiways had to counter the As1ian
percepttion that the region ranked relatively 1ow on the i11st
of US foreign-policy objectives. Charges of being
Eurocentrist have been difficult to shake because they have
been generally true; 1t is also true, however, that the US has
fought two bloody protracted wars on the Asian mainiand since
the end of world wWar II.

The US policy 1n Asia 1s similar 1n some ways to 1ts
policy 1n Europe. but 1n many 1mportant ways 1t 1s also very
agifferent. In Burope the goal was to deter a Soviet attack on
western Eurcpe. The ultimate deterrent 1n tEurope has been the
US nuciear guarantee made almost expiicit 1n the flexible
rasponse strategy. Conversely, the goal in East Asia has been
~o contain the Soviets and to foster a smooth transition to
independence and economic viability.

Another perception which the US needs to pay closer
attent 'on to concerns 1ts security reiationship with Japan.
Manv Asrans have the perception that US talk about
zurdensraring 1s reaily more about purgensh fting; the

transter of a regional military role to the Japanese. If not
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effectively countered over time, this perception could lead to
a regional arms buildup to counter what is perceived to be
Japanese military expansion for its own sake. An effective
counter-argument for the US might be the one offered in the
Persian Gulf example. That 1s, the Japanese are 1ncreasing
their defense capability 1n order to fi11l1 the vacuum created
by the departure of US naval forces 1n order to look after
almost everyone’s common 1nterests. Once again, the US Navy
1s the primary buillding block in the foundation of East Asian

security.

BRITISH DECLINFE 'N MARITIME SUPERIORITY

One rc. .vant way to further explore the importance of
perceptuns 15 to look at the <decline of British seapower 1n
the rar East. Brata’ir was truiy the master of the world’s
~eas for most of the 19tn Century. B8y the end of that
rzntury, however, the British were facing a dilemma somewhat
similar to the one the US 1s facing today. As Professor Pau!
ennedy states 1t:

The aeeper challenges to Britain's naval mastery
then d'd not 11e 1n the numerical strengths (or

weaknesses of 1ts major fleets. . . The more lasting
problems for the Jate Vvictorian Royal Navy layv
elsewhere: 1N the tace of technoiogicaliy adgvancea

weapcns: 1n the sheer number and geograpnical spread
of the areas wnicn requ!'red protection: and, the
mostT ominous trend of 2al:., 1n tne shifting baiance
of global forces.*
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Now while this paper does not fully subscribe to
Professor Kennedy'’'s economic determinist views, there are
striking parallels between the US in 1990 and Britain in
1900.¢

By 1900 the British leadership recognized that 1t could
not afford to perform all the miiitary tasks that defense of
the empire demanded. And, events 1n Europe began to point tc<
a possible war on the Continent. With the rapid rise of
Germany. the previously acceptable continental balance of
power was shifting and doing so unacceptably. Not oniy was
Germany upsetting the continental balance, but 1ts growing
Navy was threatening British maritime supremacy.

8ritain faced a di1lemma: should she concentrate on the
problems on the Continent and home waters, or. should she
continue to concentrate on the defense of her far-flung
emcire. The choice was obvious—--the first and most 1mportant
iine of British defense was on the Continent and the naval
nalance 'n home waters. In an attempt to do this, and stiii
protect the empire on which so much of her strength and weaith
was based. Britain chose a two-pronged approach. One prong
was the direct military balance 1n Europe. The other was a
sert'es of diplicmatic arrangements designecd To protect the
1mperial status guo. The diplomatic approach was necessary 1n
A3 a as sritain had to recall her Far Eastern Squaqgron to

redress —he haval balance 1n home waters. Accordaingiy. the
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British signed a treaty with the Japanese in 1902. This
treaty acknowledged Japan’s “rights” in northeastern coastal
China in exchange for a pledge to patrol the seas of the Far
East on Britain’s behalf. The treaty was renewed n 1911,
despite growing British concerns that Japan was becoming a
power capable of challenging British interests 1n Asia.
Britain put tnese concerns aside. however, because 1t viewed
1ts withdrawal as temporary, 1t would return to the Far East
as soon as the crisis in Europe was over.

The crisis passed, but not until France, Germany and
Britain had fought for four long vears. nearly bleeaing each
cther white. Conseaquently, when Britain wanted to return to
Asia, 1t could not do so for crecisely the same reasons 1t nad
jeft 1n the first place--1t cou:a not afford it!

Beginning 1 the late 1%th Century, other 1mportant
maritime nations in the Pacific. most notably the US and
Japan., pegan to perceive that "British naval masterv”™ was
s1i1pping, gespite what England sa:d. The US and uapanese
decisicn to builld large navies. and to take charge of their
respective seas. came when the British monopoly began to siip-
-whanrn the warships on the horizon coula no longer pe counted
ucon to be 8-itish. but might 1nstead be German or Fren:oh.

Togav the situation 1n £ast Asi1a 1s very similar to the
Britisn wiindrawa' 1n tne eariy 20tn Century: the Asians feel

the US goes not have the political and economic wherewithail to
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stay the dominant power in a region so far away from their own
shores. These Asian perceptions of a slip in the US maritime
monopoly, therefore, must be countered at every turn. They
must be countered by well-thought out sensible arguments and
by the maintenance of credible seapower 1n the region. Asians
willi choose or not chocse to build targer naval forces based
on treir perceptions of tne maritime balance of power, not uS

pronouncements of what 1t 1s.
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PERCEPTIONS AND US FORCE REDUCTIONS

CHAPTER V

One of the most 1mportant aspects of peacetime US navail
presence 1n East Asia 1s the perception regional states have
about US 1nvolvement 1n tne area. Because the US 1S the only
great power not physically an i1ntegral part of East Asia, 1t
1s 1mportant that 1t maintains a sizeable presence 1n the form
a military force. Once agaimn, due to the region’'s geography
and si1ze, the Navy 1S the service best-suilted to provide this
presence. Althougn 1mportant, diplcmacy, trade and economic
poliiCcy., security assistance, or other non-miiitary national
instruments have been unable to evoke equalily positive
perceptions abouwt the US. Thus, any si1zeable military
withdrawal from the region could be. and probably wouig pe,
perceilved as American abandonment.'!

The ear 1y 13990s are going to be tumuituous years for the
US gefense buaget. On one hand. Congress wil!l accuse the
milytary of not proposing sufficient nor timely cuts. On the
otner hana, when the military does propose signiricant cuts.
interest arouos within Congress or the defense i1ndustry (or
coth. will try tc save the programs 1n question 1n order to
preserve Jobs and contracts.< Untortunateliyv. the abrlitv to

itnk stratogy to force structure and weapons programs again
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will suffer. There will be tough choices to be made in &n era
of less, rather than more defense dollars: European vs
Pacific forces; sealift vs airlift; nuclear vs conventional;
plus countliess others. The three listed immediate’'y above
w11l have great conseguence 1f the choices are made for
budgetary or political rather than strategic reasons.

As mentioned earlier, there wi1l]l be reluctance 1n the
near term to reduce forces 1n Europe prior to any formal
agreement on the Conventional Forces 1n Europe (CFE)
negotiations; the US and 1ts NATO allies will want to maintain
current force levels as an tnitial negotiating position. This
will, most Tikelv, make force reductions 1n the Pacific
theater more feasible 1n the near term. It would also appear
to be politically suicidal for the US to reduce 1ts troop
levels uniiaterally: tnis would be tantamount to surrendering
45 years of world leadership the US has worked so hard to
maintain. Force reductions in East Asia would also reauire
consultation with US allles--Japan, Korea, the Philippines--1n
the regicn. Naval forces. however, could be cut back
unilateraliy since this would not require consultations.

Naval cuts might aiso be an attractive target because of
growing concerns about the trade 1mbaiance with East Asian
nations. foreign i1nvestment 1n tre US. and tne like. This

would g0 along with the arowing feeiina witnin tne US that 11ts
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Asian allies are getting a free security ride at the expense
of the US.3

Choices betweenr sealift and airlift also present several
negative aspects which, 1f mishandled, could undermine the
Navy’'s position in East Asia. As the defense budget shrinks
there will be hard decisions to be made on how to aliocate
fewer available dollars. If 1in fact warning time of a Soviet
attack on Western Europe has 1ncreased from the previous
estimate of about two weeks to a revised 30-45 days,.* then the
US may not need to purchase expensive airlift capacity to get
forces to Eurcpe within the old ten day standard: sea 11ft may
be adeqguate to get necessary forces to Europe within the newer
and longer timeframe. B8But this will result 1n tough choices
for the Navy; 1t wi1ll have to chcose between sealt 1 ft and
combatant snips and aircraft. Two of the three chcoices 1n
~his diriemma are. therefore, unacceptable for tre Navyvy's
presence role 1n the western Pacific. B8ut the purchase of new
airyifL airframes may prove 1rresistinie for two reasons: The
present strategic airlift fleet (C-5Bs and C-141Bs) are
wearing out mcre quilckly than expected and will probably
require replacement in the next decade: and, the new strateg1c
airiifter aircraft, the C-17, 1s packaged 1n a 50-pius bi1lii0oNn
doiiar program. 1nvoiving tens of thousands of jobs. 1n

l1zeraiiv hunareds of Zonaressional districts.
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Secondly, the Navy may find it irresistible, as in the
past, to pass up the opportunity to buy cruisers and attack
submarines 1nstead of sealift ships. But sealift and
logistics ships are essential if the Navy is to maintain a
large enough force in the Western Pacific to maintain 1ts
Critical presence. given the possibility of fewer and fewer
support faciliities 1n the region,?’

Finally, the choices to be made between nuc.z2ar and
conventionat forces tend to disfavor naval forces used for
"presence’ and “"balance of power ' operations 1n East Asia.

Modernization of the Soviet ballistic missile force will
auger for continuation of US strategic modernization programs,
The US 1s simuitaneously developing, improving or introducing
into cperation several strategic nuciear systems. These
1nclude tne cintinuing pltacement of MXx missiles 1nto Minuteman
II1 s1lcs at warren AFB 1n Wycming; development of a svstem to
support a mepiie raili-based MX missile; start of production of
a sI1ngie-warhead 'Midgetman’ ICBM, 1ntroguction into the flieet
of tne Trigent D5 SLBM; electronic upgrades to the B-18 bomber
force; continuing testing. aceveiopment, and production of tne
B-2 Stealtn pbcmber: deveiopment of a stealth cruise missiie:
and, contirnuation of research and development of the Strategic
oeferse Initi2anive (SDI) bailistic missile defense svstem,
Leplcyment cf a scaleg dowr SDI 1s estimated to cost Detweenr

55 and 70 pr1iiion dotlars alone.
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while it is doubtful that all these programs will be
fully funded, it is 1ikely that at least several will go into
full production.

The upshot of this is that there will be difficult
cholces to be made between nuciear and conventional forces.
Ana. as noted above (ang despite official pronouncements about
a commitment to malntaln maritime superiority}, conventional
naval forces, incluading unglamourous but vital sealift ano
jogistics ships, may be one the only forces availlable to cut
1N tne near term,

Faced with such difficult choices, naval and national
piannsrs and strategists will most ii1keiy leave allies and
Tr:enas wondering apout US capapbiiity toc continue its role 1in
the East Asian region over the long haul., At some point tne
Asi1ans may feel thevy have to empark on an unwanted. but
irresistibie, arms bulildup 1n crder to counter the perception
that US 1nterest 1s waning: 1t may parallel the British case a
cerntdry pefore--tne 1nterest 1s still there. just not the
means to demonstrate 1t! wWorse vet, some Asitans may find it
necessary to enter 1nto a security arrangement with a stronger
power. The choices are unoalatable: China or the Soviet
uniton., Ynfortunately, a country which would be acceptable to

Ul 1rterests, Australia, has so tar shunned a larger regionai
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NON-MILITARY_POLICY INSTRUMENTS: POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE?

As discussed earlier, forward deployed military forces
help to substitute for America’s lack of geographic proximity
to East Asia. But in a world where trade and economics are
beginning to play a more significant role, relative to the
military dimension, 1t has never been more importan:. that the
US use all 1ts policy Instruments in concert., €.9.. trage.
used 1n a negative manner, can undermine the positive aspects
of the military dimension.

To expand on this theme. Clyde Prestowitz, a former u$
trade negotiator, points out the differences 1n the Japanese
and American views of trace. One of the most often made
claims apout the 1mbalance of trade 1s that the US 1s
competirg orn an “unievel playing fiela,”  that 1s. plaving ov
gifferent ruies.» Mr. Prestow't: points out that the two sices
are pvilaying oy the ruies. 1ts Just that they are pliaving
gitferent games. Tne US 1s pl'ay'ng pasepall (modifiled free
rrage) while the uvapanese are plaving a rougher game of
footpaiit (restrictive or protectionist trade).®

Differences over trade nhave tne potential to unaermine
tne JS leagersn'p role 1n East Asila since 1t 1S generaliy
negative in tenor. Often gescribeg as a 'tTrade crisis, !
conaressional rnetoric 1s taking on a more negative anrd
~x2731'anorv tone. whipoing up tear Of economic Joom bpaseg an

Ttne gremise that the Asian nations are taking advantage of
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America’s generally open market, while not granting reciprocal
access to their own. While statistics supporting this claim
can be quoted ad nauseam, they do not reflect that the Asian
market represents an area of America’s strongest export
growth; volume of US exports to countries like South Korea.
Japan, and Taiwan grew between 15% and 50% auring the last two
vears. And, while much qf this 1ncrease 1n trade 1s
significant. 1t 1s not enough to satisfy some critics. Part
of the problem may li1e not 1n protectionist barriers, but the
competitiveness of US exportable products. But even here
these 1s 1mprovement. US export of nheavy machinery and "hi-
tecn” products are up. For example, US market penetration 1in
Jaoan for "that quintessentially Japanese’  product, the 35mm
camera, 1s up from 7.7% 1n 1980 to 46.6% in 1987.8

US reacers meeo to realize that free trade anag Asian
2conemic growth 1s something of a docubie-eagea swoerg. It 1s
essentral that the US be abie to compete 1n thne expanding
Asran market, put protecticnist moves by the Congress to
teverage access could backfire and nurt the overall position
of the US 1n the region.

£ast Asla has a stake 1n continued economic expansion ang
access to thne US--tne wcrla’s largest market--1s key to this
growtn. Protectionist US trade policies coula ungermine this
grcwtn ang ‘fagd to a ioss Of teadersnip ana 1nfiuence. Trus

Liere are competing geais 1n the area of traade: a need for
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market access in Asia, but a competing need to proceed slowly
and cautiously 1n order to preserve influence and leadership.
A mishandled trade policy would accomplish neither, which
would 1n turn undermine the positive accomplishments of a
miliitary presence. Faillure to handle this well could alsoc do
unLnNOown damage to the 1ncreasingly 1nterdependent gionbal
economy .

Us tear of foreign 1nvestment. particularly Japanese. 1S
exacerbating the trade dispute. Aimost every large Japanese
investment 1n the US--government Treasury notes. California
sk1 rescrts. Rockefeller Center--makes tne daily front page.
The si1tuation was perhaps best (or worst) capturea 1n 1989
when for all practicail purposes 1t looked to the US pubiic
tnat a Japanese corporation had "rented’ a recent US President
for two million Woliiars.

There are s miiar challenges 1n the dipiomatic gimension,
The East Astans are i1kely to gain mcre political confiaence
as thev exbanag eccnomicaliy. They will want to pursue a more
‘ndepencent political and security course relative to the US.
Nowhere 1S thi1s more eviaent than 1n Asian perceptions about
burdensnar ng.

Fast Asi1an nat'ons qaenerally 1nterpret burgensharing 1n
one oT two ways: ei1ther as ‘burdensnifting to make up for US
3nortfaiis 1n forces. Or as pressure to purchase US

weapcns/oav for support costs of staticning US troops to helo
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offset the imbalance of trade payments. Both of these
perceptions will be difficult to overcome since they are
partly true. The US should search for more positive ways for
the economically better off nations to underwrite security
without having to builld-up their militaries with US weapons.
There are two other 1mportant non-militarv policy
instruments which are useful 1n heiping the US achieve 1ts
objectives: security assistance. 1s used to some extent (but

less than 1t used to be), while arms control 1s not.?®

SECURITY ASSISTANCE

Securitv assistance 1s generally positive since 1t
strengthens military-to-miiitary ties with the US. 1In the
future. however, security assistance may be more aifficult to
ti1e to US objectnves, particularly burdgensharing. From the US
view. one the most desirec benefits from burdensnaring i1s the
sale of US weapons to frienas and allies. It positively
addresses the palance of trade. preserves leadership 1n
politicc-military affairs, while 1ncreasing i1nagividual
nations’ military capabilities.

But as the cost of weapons soars., many smailer nations
mavy fina 1t difficult, 1 f not 'mpossiple, to purchase tne
needed guantities of weapons necessary to meet tneir
regulrements: fiftv mil'ion doitlar fighters or maritime patro!

aircratt mavy be unaffordaple. ard given the buuget crisis. the
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US will probably procure a smaller variety of weapons, which
means the weapons will have to be more capable, thus further
driving up unit costs. One way to offset the purchase costs
1s to subsidize their purchase by foreign nations. The
result, however, 1s a smoke and mirror reduction of the trade
surplius funagea by the American taxpayver. The other oprLi1on 1§
tc altow co-production of some of the weapcns. But pecause
most of the new weapcns. especlally aircraft, involive
sensi1tive technology and manufacturing processes, the Congress
and the Department of Defense will want to restrict anv co-
proguction agreements. WwWitness the great pubiilc ana
congressicnal concern over the FS-X program with the
Japanese.'Y It produceg scme of the most blazing anti-
Japanese rnetoric on the floor of Congress 1in recent memorv.

Trne nign cost of US weapons., with 1i1ttie hopbe of cost
snaring co-oroduction or subsidized ourchases, mav, tharefore.
dr ve trne Astans to purchase weapons from other sources whicnh
speci1T1zaily produce Tor tne export market. These incluage
Br-~airn, France. tne Soviet Union, Sweden, Germany. and
8razil.

The resuit 18 that tne high cost of US weapons may
e«<cude tne U3 from tnis econemicaliy and poilticaily
crofrtanie market. This would not be 1mmedrately damaging to

irn Zast Asia, but over time coula graquativ erode US

us

T =

-

polrtical angd miiitary leadership.
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ARMS CONTROL

Mention naval arms control and almost every naval officer
w1ll say that naval arms control will never come to pass.
Pressed further, most cannot i1dentify more than one or two
naval arms control 1ssues.'' OQOverall, arms conirol 1s seen as
a gesirable goal fo2r two reasons: 1t can ennanc< security
while saving money.

In the naval realm. arms control 1s. nowever, generally
viewed 1n a negative light because 1t would undermine US
maritime superiority, based on the notion of what constitutes
an acceptable maritime balance of power. But there may be
wavs to aporoacn nraval arms control. which would not only
annance US ang As-an security. pbut at the same time save
crecious doilars.

With regard to the Navy I1n £ast Asta anc the western
Pacific, tnere are three factors which argue for no naval! arms
cecrrrol. “nese are primariiy baseg on the biiateral nature of

US reiations 1n the area, the regional states's acceptance of
US mar1time superiority, and the need for a large fleet to
suppcrt a rotational deolovment scheme. These 1s aiso one
tactor wnicn., despite the foregoing arguments, mayv make naval
arms Zontro' i1nevitablie--the linkage Lo conventional arms cuts

N csuroce,



The Soviets have tried for decades to engage the US in
naval arms control discussions. The Americans have always
refused to even discuss the matter; the rationaile has been a
rather stock explanation that the US, as an 1i1sland nation,
depends on the seas for protection and commerce. A large
Navy, therefore, 1s needed to brotect American shores ang
commerce. In the American strategy of forwara detfense. a
jarge navy has enabled the US to extend 1ts maritime “front
iitnes aimost to the enemy s shores.

The changing security environment 1n Eurone. however, may
change this entrenched American stance on naval arms control.
The US and Soviet Union. and their respective alilies, are
expected to sign (1n the summer of 1990) the first of at least
two agreements to reduce conventional forces 1n Europe. The
Conventiona: Fortes 1n Europe (CFE) negctilations, are an
outgrewth ©T the Mutual and Baianced fForce rRedquctions :MBFR: |
taiks. which nac been stailed for neariy twec qQecades over tThe
18SSU2 OT Trocp strengths in Europe. The west argued tnat tne
Soviet Union hag far more troops 1n Central Europe than the
Scviets admitted to having. The Soviets nad a tremendous
advantage 1n troop strength and were unwiliing to negotiate
away L1113 agvantage bv accepting Western figures. Recentiy.
nowever. htne Soviens nave admittea. 1n the CFE context. that
they nave a numericail adavantage and nave voiunteered to

urigertare ‘asymmetrical’ reguctions to Dring apout parity.
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Thev have warned (threatened), however, that the price for
the:r willingness to curiender theil: umerical auvantage 1s a
cutback 1n US naval forces, a l1ikewise “"asymmetrical”
reduction of a US advantage.

The Soviets tend to empioy their navy in a more defensive
role than do tne Americans, claimina the Navy 1s configured to
protect the 'motherland’ and the ballistic missile supmarine
force. which operate 1n bastions close to home waters.
Conversely, the US Navy 1s more configured for offensive
combat operations at sea. 1ncliuding an "offensive defense
carried out as far forwara as possiblie. Witn the US now
concerned that the USSR may refuse to sign a follow-on CFE
agreement unless there 1s a naval component to the treatv. 1t
18 NOt surprising that the Soviets demanc the US be willing to
3o qu1ld pro quo An thi1s arrangement. given the nature of each
naticn’'s 1ndiviguati superiority. Marsnall Aknromeyev, former
Zhiet of the Soviet General Staff and current military advisor

~0 rFresigent Gerbachev, nas threatened that:

Reaching final agreement on radical cuts of armec
ferces in Europe and mak ing them defensively
orientea would remain 1n doubt without 11ni1tiating
the taiks on navai cuts. . . I do not think that
$1gning and Mmplementing that treatv (CFE) wouid be
possible withcut resolution of the naval cuts
oproblem.'«<
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Admiral Charles Larson, the Commander in Chief of the US
Pacific Fleet and previously the Deputy CNO for Plans, Policy,
and Operations, has recognized the agangers 1i1nherent in *
potential threat:

The Soviets will continue to hammer away at <*he
theme that elimination of thelr as,.oatrical
advantaces 11n ground forces 1n Eastern EuUurope must
be reciprocated by elimination of NATO advantages.
which. according the Scoviets, lie 1n naval anrnd air
power . Th1s 1s seaqguctive 1J1ogi1c. which appeais TcC
those who have not thought through tne poternt-a;
consequences of agreement to this rationaile.!'3

One of the conseauences of such a naval arms controi
acreament coulg be a gaiminished abilirty to maintain an
adequate and credible naval presence 1n the wWestern Pacific.
Besi1ges the presence mission, the Navy has Lo aliso ensure -t
can accomplisn 1ts other ceterrent and wartime missions.
Triese 1nc'ude: <ontrol thne seas 1n wartime: maintain Tileet
balance: reguce the chance 2f 1nadvertent or unwanteaq
cenfiict: and. guarantee 1ts apbitlity tc respond tc Soviet
Actions.t#?

The Navy must preserve these capabilities at ail cost.
It mav pe 1mpossible, nowever, to prevent any discussions on
naval arms zontrol. The political pressure from European
aliles tanc from Congress! mav be t00O strong to resist 1f tre
U3 w:'shes to retain 1ts leadership role 1n the NATC alilance.

es3pectaiiv f tra ZToyvr'ets mare good on thelr threat to hola

rhe CFE agreement 'nostage to the 1mplementaticn of a naval
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option. Commenting further, Admiral Larson saw such an
eventuality when he said:

The US wi1ll continue to reaQire maritime strength. .

This does not necessarily imply that the Navy must
remain forever excluded from the arms control
process. It s1imply means that any agreement we sian
must not 1mperi1l these reqguired objectives.!?

In crder to be fuily prevared for potential navai arms
control discussions. the JS Navy should conduct a geta)leg
assessment of hcw to respond tc various proposed naval arms
control 1nitiatives. This assessment needs to tactor in all
n0ss'bD e proposals as well as the political or public
artractiveness the 1nagilvidual proposals might nhave. Two
examples are worth notina. The first 1s the togic behind the
maritime naiance of pcwer thecry and the second 1s
representative of the range of proposais, which the pubiic ana
pernaps US allies, might T1na attractive.

Thne maritime balance ot power-—-maritime moncpoiy--tneorv
's a self-serving argument, It would be a tougnh sell o a
oub 12 eager for securits, enhancement and monev-saving arms
contro) acreements. It 1s probably not viabie pased strictlv
OoNn 1ts Own merits. It 1s. however, plausible when put 1nto a
nrzager ccntext or reailonal ana global security. As earlier

4isussion poilnted OuL. public perceptions wiil be the most

i

imcor-arT “actor 1n arms centrol., An agreement nhas onlv to pe
nercelval as berericlai LO Le accectable. Tne maritime

patance of power argument will need to be cleariy articulatec
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in concert with other well-thought out foreign and economic
policies. The arguments must not appear to be unilateral
ones, but ones which have a wide spectrum of foreign support.

This, too, could backfire as the Asian-based arguments would

also appear--which thev are--to be self-serving: the US must
avotld any arauments which make 1t appear tnhe US 1s
uniliaterallv protecting Asians with li1ttle ass:stance from
regionat states. The government must first “sell” 1ts
arguments on Capital H111, where sentiments like Rep. Patricqa
Schroeder’'s are not uncommon. Lecturing the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs. Rep.
Schrceder commented "we continue to provide territorial ana
sea lane gefense for Korea, Japan. the Philippines. ana cther
Ast1an countries wniie they kick us 1n the teeth on trage .'®

The range of proposals whicn tne Soviets mignt put forth
willi falil 1nto three broad categories: 11mits on 1nventories;
restrictions or ltimits on deoloyments: and, conftidence
builaing measures ({3Ms).

LiM1LtS On 1nventories could pe eilther quantitative or
qualitatrve, Quantitative 11mitations would be proposea as
vart of a tTairness doctrine, that 1s., 1f tne Soviets maxe
asymmetr i< reducticns 1n ground trocpbs 1n Eurcpe, 1t 1s only
talr that tne JS take asvmmetrical cuts 1n naval forces.
Juailttal've 1I1miLations wou:id deal wltn speci1fic restrictions

on things |tke sea-jaurched crulise missiles. 1n which the US
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has a numerical and technological advantage. Qualitative
Timitations wouid also be linked to deployment limitations.
This latter category would include the now-familiar proposals
for nuclear-free zones, carrier and anti-submarine warfare
exclusion zones, and stand-off zones, among others. The final
category, CBMs, generally entails formal agreements to make
roth parties "more comfortable with the military activity of
the other sicde.  The US 1n-place Navy-Soviet Navy Incidents
at Sea Agreement 1s such an exampie.'?

Within these categories are a whole range of proposals
which serve a more political than military oburoose. For
e-ampie, a notional oroposal for a giobal ban on nuclear-
powered attack submarines (SSNs) might prove attractive to
some aliries., like Braitain. SSNs are tremendcusiy expensive
and are bevond the financi1al reach of most nations. with tTre

exception of the US, Soviet Union, France, Brita'n and a few

0]

Tners. For example. the projected unit cost of the new SSK-
1 Seawcif 1s 1n excess of one pi1tilon doliars.'® Even anti-
submarine warfare 1n the US, given the 1ncreased stealthiness
cf sutmar nes, may become prohibitively expensive. A ban on
SSNs mirgnt save vast sums of money for navies which are ASw-
~r:anted. such as Britain and the Netherlands. ASW might just
srart to sound 11ke that old saying wnich proclaims a poat

notning mcre tnan a nole 1n tne water 1nto which cne

mn

CAcw

tNrows money.
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Operationally unsound for current US Navy requirements,
such a proposal might have some political support within NATO.
Perhaps far-fetched, but such a proposal would present a real
dilemma for the US: preserve political leadership in NATO 1n
exchange for giving up or cutting back SSNs; or sacrifice NATO
leadersnipo for operaticonal reasons.

Tne Navy can approach arms control from two directicons.
The first wouid make any cuts appbear in a negative i1ght while
tne otner would present a truer picture of how naval arms
control could enhance US and global security.

Tne first metnod woula be to start with current force
structure as the baseline. Using this method, any naval arms
Zontrci woul!d appear to pe a aiminisnment of inventory or
-apact1li-y, and therefore grounas for resistance.

Tre other, anc recommenced, aporoach would be zero-basing
o getermine required force levels. Such an approach would
cesin witn an updated strategic analysis of what roies and
missiors the Navy 1s required to fulfi1il, move on to formal
ai1ance commitments, and then determine the forces necessary
to> acccmplish wartime missions. This type of guantitative
accrcacn wculg represent an attempt to prevent i1nventory from
ariving reculrements and could be tne pasis for real savings

N torce Lructure.

4]

“rom an oraganizatiosnal standnolint. the Zero-pased

approacr would pose many tough questions about assumptions



that appear to drive acguisition strategies. For example,
what 1s the basis for the "requirement” for 100 attack
submarines? A zero-based approach couid not, however, be done
without a new “"national” strategic analysis which
1ncorporates all the military and nonmilitary policymakers.
From the standpoint of ~orces necessary for creaib:e
pres=ance 1n the wWestern Paci1fic, a zero-based aporcach coulc
resuis 1n a force structure 1nsutfficient to meet the presence
“requirement ° This would be an even tougher "sell” for Navy
leadersrip than the maritime monopoiy/balance of power
argument--how to Justify peacetime forces 1n excess of
mi1iitary mission requirements, assuminrg that such forces are
necessary 1n preservind stability ana tne baiance of power.

In sum, arms control 1s a mystery to most navai! officers

zanc 1s v ewed asr a subject to be avoildeg at atl costs. BuUt
—“r1s w1l rot prevent 1t from coming to pass. The Navy
srouia. =nerefore, conduct a cetailled study of 1its

*mp 1cations and 100k TOr ways Lo Tmpiement 1T Tn a manner
wnizh wou:d enhance national security rather than approachinag

1t from a purely negative standpcoint.

PCLICY CZOORDINATION

“4z1ntaining tne baiance of pcwer s put snorthana tor
crese-r,'na3 tne sStatus que. Frem LS eves. tnhe sTatus gua 'n

Tthe Far East 1S worth maintaining. witn scme marginal changes
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in areas like trade and economic policy. But the nations of
the Far East are 1nterested in altering the statws quo more 1in
their favor i1in the economic and trade dimensions. The
difficult quest for US strategists, therefore, 1s to map out a
strategy which reascnably meets both the expectations of tne
US and the nations w'th whom 1t dealis 1n the region. This
requires an artful use of all the poiilcy i1nstruments at nandg.
The preceding sections argued tnat the pcolicy i1nstruments
are not being used 1n concert, but rather 1n a way which
ungermines the positive position of the US in the region. The
US oblectives, or '‘means.’ are being achieved dailly: thev are,
hrowever, more difficult to achl'eve when the US uses one poiicy
instrument, trage. for example. 1n a wav which causes tensions
between gcod Triends, like the U3 ang Japan. Tne US
strategist must srecognize that now. more than ever, There 1s
Nno sucCh tning as the status Quo: the world 1s cnanging alimost
faster tnhan we can change with 1%. This will reauilre that the
US strategy be tailiored more tc accept and expioit chance 1n a
manner that will sti1ll attains acnievement of the four basic
oplect-ves. It needs, for exampie, to recognize that smaller
nations not i1nvolived 'n a pbilaterai struggle witnh another
superpcwer prcbabiy agefine thelr national interests 1n
entiretly different ways than aces the US. They probably
cerine 1L more 11 economic terms than in comparing oraers of

cattie.




Neither the miiitary alone, or other non-military policy
instruments, will be sufficient to realize US objectives.
They must be used 1n concert or the US will unwittingly remove
1tself from a position of acceoted leadership 1n the world’'s

fastest growing economic region.
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CONCLUSTIONS

CHAPTER VI

The woria of 1390 1s far agi1fferent than that of 194¢%,
1975, or even 1989, The global and regional strateqQic Dicture
appears to be changing. The American public perceives tnat
much of tne Soviet threat has gone away., Oor 1s at least
receding: they seem more concernec¢ with the budget deficit,
the trade 1mpalance, and even the environment, than thevy ao
about tne fading "Cold war.  New so:utions to world security
orobtems wilil be needed not because the old ones dian’t work.
put because the guestions being askea are di1fferent. Today,
Tnstead of asxkinNng "now muUZn 1s encugn.’ The domestic public 1s
askinNng how much 1s too much?’

The questions for US strateg'sts dealing with East As-a
are ust the opDosite. CGiver that force recuctions are
1nevitable., tre strategist should be asking "how much 1s
enougn’ to ensure tre continued attainment of America’s four
pas-"Cc oblectives,.

Statements like tnose of Fepb. Scnhnroeder citeo earlier
onivy deai with cone sige of a muiti-c10ed picture--she views
tat tne U8 pas3 Tor As|an JeTerse and gets notning in resurn.

Tnis tvpe OF perception 1S snortsigdhted anag does not pay

Page - 5%




adequate attention to overall US strategy, or, more

importantly, 1ts positive results.

US POLICY INSTRUMENTS IN CONCERT
US strategists must recognize that the strategic

si1tuation has changed and that US strategy must be adjustecd
accordingly. More than ever 1t must ercompass nNot oniy tne
military--particuiariv sea power--as a policy 1nstrument. out
also trade ang ecoromic policy, Security assistance ang arms
control. These alil must be used 1n concert because no stingie
poiicy i1nstrument can continue tO achieve the four basic US

oplectives 1n the East Asitan region.

A STRONG NAVAL PRrResSeNC

m

Nava! forces forward adepicoved to the western PaciTic anc
£ast Asia are tne <earnest of US poiitical 1nvolivement -n East
As'ar secur~ty affairs.’ They keep regional differences n
check ., obviate tne need tor tast Asyran nations tc pulig up
iarger naval and military forces. prevent external events from
upsetting the baiance of power 1n the region, and continue to
geter tne 3Soviet Jdnicon from ‘agventurism.” Any sigrificant
reguction 'n nava: force leveis would undermine tne uUS

"eagersh'o roie 1n the region.
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ARTICULATION OF US POLICY AND STRATEGY

Although the US has consistently pursued the same
strategy 1n g£ast Asia for nearly a century, the US public has
focused more on the US-USSR global competition. Publ:ic
support for sustained naval presence 1n Zast Asia wilil reqguire
careful articulation of the strategv. The Congress ana the
public mav 1nitially rei1sct the strategv because previous
force struct.re justification was coucheg 1n the context of
deterren~e and containment of the Soviet union. The US snhould
embark on articulating tne strategy now and should do so at

the nigrest levels of government.

RHETCRIC ON TRADE AND BURDENSHARING

Trade. econcmic. and military policiles snouid be
coo~ag'nased witnin the US government. US trade negotiators
statemer~s apout trade reaching a cri1sis wi:l cniy increase
tne ca . is trom Congress rfor more bturdensharing. This may
ungermine the positive resuits of JS mitatary presence. 7he
government shoula better coordinate 12s statements ang e~forts
To ress>ivs various piliateral differences. In this regara. tne

t0 acnieve ts four rkistorical objectives. as we i)
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as wnia- tre objectives are themse:ves. need to better

artls . 31Te3 witnin the goverrment 1tselr.
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With regard to trade imbalance, the US should look at
trade and not absolute numbers. For example, the trade
tmbalance with Japan fell from 57 billion to 49 billion

dollars from 1988 to 1989. This 1s a reduction of over 14% 1n

only one year. There 1s a 1imit to how much pressure
countries lixe Japan and South korea will be able to take on
rrage and economt T issues. Further, “unnecessary rTtriction
wlii only urdermine the overalil US strategy.

SOVIET DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVES

The US should be prepared fcr aggressive Sov-et
diplomatic efforts 1n East Asia. particularly those directec
at Japan. Plans to replace USS MIDWAY shouild be mace public
as soon as possible. The US government should also recognize
that continuedg 2olemics on trade and burdensnaring will only
make Japan. and other US aliles ang fr-iends, more fertiie
grounc ftcr successtul diplomatic In:itlatives: any Soviet gains

n g piomacs wel! come at LS expense.

PSSITIVE NAVAL ARMS CONTROL

NO Oone can say wlth ansclut2 contigence that ravai arms
control wili not come to pass. There wi!]l be great pressure
ror naval arms control talks 1in the i1nternational arena: the
compinaticn of LwC Or mCre pressure eiements cou:!d De

overwheiming. These are: Soviet/aliled pressure: pudgetary
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pressure, combined with the high cost of naval weaponry; and
the perception of a declining threat. The challenge will be
to ensure that any negotiated or imposed arms control measures
do not undermine US and allied security. The Navy should
conduct a getailled assessment of naval arms control 1ssues
with a view that some compromise and agreement may be
unavotragable. The study shouid pernaps incluge a zero-pased
assessment c¢* required force structure. Every effort snouia
pe made to accept minimal cuts or restrictions 1n order to
short-circult more drastic measures, those more politically

than strategically oriented.

ASIAN NATIONS IN THE SECURITY PROCESS

Tne perceptions of the fast Asians On the state oOf the
regional balance of power 1s more 1mportant tnhar tne US
perception. in order to address these Astlan perceptions. tire
US shculd 'nclude them more closeiy 1n the full-range of
security/ discussions. 1ncliuging tnose about threat
perceprions. minimum US force or presence required,
burdensnaring, security and arms control. The most 1mportant
resylits Of tnese Q1sSCUSS1IONS MuUST De reviewea at the nighest
leve' cf the JS government., Tnis will alicw for policy
Ad1UsSTMents Lo ensure that <rne US strategy remains 1n focus.
~ wl1 2183 88313t 1IN DOLicv cooraination among governmental

departments and agencies.
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Such an approach will become absolutely necessary as the
nations of East Asi1a grow politically more confident, based on

the1r new successful economic foundation.

UNFQUNDED ASSUMPTIONS

£ast Asia 1S a region OFf many naticnailties, cultures,
rangquages and religions. The US should not, therefore, view
tne reqlon stmply as a monoilthic ploc of Astan nations. As
such. US Dolticy 1n the region wlil have to be more sensitive
and sopristicated. whicn willi, 1n turn, requlre more ftinesse
TN 1ts imp:ementation, tnan tncse policies designed for an
z21112@ Europe, In aadition, tne US should not 'justify ~orce

structure cuts by assuming 11t can return to tne reglon when

’

econcmic LIMées 1mMprove Or Crisis gemands. As many contanders
1o 8riti1sn navai mastery liearneg, navies take years toc Du1llg
ang navatl traditions take gecadges Or generations Lo geve oD,
“ne 3ritisr S assumeaq’ they Ccoula return to the Far East after
woria war 1. In fact, they &10 return. only to begin turning

cvar tne revs tO tne empire after a secona world war had peen

“ougrt.

SSEMENT

SlemITe 2EZISTENCE ~EASS

b

Tne US sSnour@ ccnduct a 'cng-range study aimed at

aszessinc the future of security assistance 1n East As1a. The

77

SLugQy snauid rocus cnh whether the US 1s pricing itself out of
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the foreign military sales market, and for what reasons. The
UsS will likely be producing naval weapons which the smaller
nations want (fighter ang attack aircraft, maritime patrol
aircraft, frigates, and submarines) but at prices thevy cannot

atford.

In sum., the 199Cs w1lll De a Time OT great cnange for Tne
Jnited States as the worid moves from a poipolar superpower --
mainlv miiittary -- controntation to a more muitipolar woriad
where competition wiil be jugged 1n other more dimensions.

The US needs. therefore. Lo seriously review 1ts strateav ror
tnhe future. In the Pacific. US strategy to date nas Deen very
successtul: the US 1s 1n a pesition of acceptea leadersnio.
there 1s stability, an acceptable balance of power 1s 1n
place, ang the future 100krs promising, There ara. ncwever.
cicuds .coming on the nori1zcn which couic ungermine the US’'s
abi1i1ty to continue o do business as usual 1n the Pacific.
“ne Jugdget Ccrisis anad tne percectron of a waning thnreat wiil
~rearte great domestic pressures for massive rorce regucticns.
Iin arg of Tnemselves. force cuts must be viewed 1n a pcsitive
tignt. Tnev can pe nevastating, however, 1f tnhev are not
1ncorporated within an cverail overhauled US strategy.

The costs of maintaining naval and miiitary forces 1n

4st ~=12 and the westarn Paci*i1C are rign. DUt acceptaoie.

The alternative costs of naving to restore stabillity., peace.




or the balance of JLower at some future date appear

unacceptably higher.
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NOTES
Cnapter 1

1. Some of the best examples on Asian feelings can be
tound 1n articles written tor western audilences by East
Asi1ans. ror example, look at several Ag2Iiphi1 Papers dealing
with East Asian security. An culstanding e<ample 1s “The
Evolution ot Jaoanese Securi1tyv Folicy. Agde lnphl Papers. NO.
1/ 8, Aurnumn Y 4=

e Rear Aamiral J. R. HYI1, Maritime Strategy tor
Megium Fowers., CANNAPO i 1S Naval Institute Press. 195b ., D.

a8
.

3. Peter w. Soverel, 'Problems of Sea Power 1n tre
western Pacitic As we Approach the Twenty-First Century,’
James L. George. ed., Proolems of Sea Power As We Approach
the Twentv-First Century (washington, D.C.: American
cntarcrise Institute for Public Policy Researcn. 19781, D.
ToU.

4., James F. MCNulty, Naval Presence - the
Misunogerstood Mission, '’ Naval wWar Coliege Review, Sept -JUct
1974, 21.

5. Scverel. p. 160.

o. A oulstanding exampie Ot Asian OoDIN10ONsS about the
posiItLive aspects of UsS naval bresence can be tound 1n Adelpm
Fiper no. 132. Confli1ct anag Reglonai vurder 1n Soutn-east
A3l a. vinter 13&0,

7. These LS oplectives ar2 those Mmost czmmdn whaicn ]
rounda 1n over 2% articles or boowks which 11stec uUS obj)ectives

In £3ast As1a and tnhne western Pacitic.  Anotner common
Ooblective, DUt cne NotL 11s.ed nhere. 1S tne pursult of
gemcoracy for ali rnations 1n the reglron,

A verv tnorcugn recounting of tne evc:ution of tne
Js ocesiton at tne wasnincecten Disarmament Conterence can be
SouUnNG it J. rennetrn Mcponaid. Tne washindaton Conference anc
Tne Nava  Salance of Power, John 8. Hattenaorft and Robert £.
LCr Q. e0s,. ., Marat.me ltrateay 2ng the Ba:ance of Power,
view 2. MArTIn 2 Press., 19831, DD. 183-21%.

hanter 1
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1. See Fortune magazine Specral Issue. Fall 1989, for
an outstanding survey of East Asian economic facts, figures

ana 1ssues for the near-term.

2. See 1n particular Adelphi Paper no. 216, Sporing 1987,
"East Asia, the West and International Security: Prospects
tor Peace. bpp. 21-31.

3. A worv'ng knowieagge Of ’'geostrategy 1S paramount T2
urgerstanding trne securlty 1ssues 1n £ast Asla. The
ceoarapnhy. tnat 1s maritime nature OT LnNe treater. ang tne
Tremencous si1Ze of tne area tnveived make maritime rtorces of
praimar 1moortance.

4. Many East Asian nations, particularlv those 1n
Scutn-east Asta, feel they are facea with more pressing
internal '‘nsurqencv’ tnreats than tney are witn external
ones.

L Atsusnil Teokinceva. tne Japan-uUS Alitlance: A
Japanese Ee2rspective,’ Adelpni Paper, no. 212, Autumn 1956,
. 21

2 walt w. RoOsStOw. The Pacific 3asir ana Natioanal
Security, Atrantic Communitv Quarteriv. Fal., 18989, 0. 187.

3. Tnere 1s also a tatent tear, expresseag with

increasing freguency. c¢f 101Nt LS-Japan hecemonv 1n the
regrcn: the uS unagerwrites peace and stabri Ty anrg the
sAapAanese take advantage c¢f 1T ecornomicaliv,

4, Zre of tre greatest gangers of a massi1ve US
w'tnarawsali trom Tthe region woula be naving to return to 'oresak
o’ a3 tignt petween two friengs. e.g.. lnconesta and Malavsla.
2ver sea ped resources.

5. US cregibiliitv 18 a major concern among tne East
ASYante, Trey ungerstanc that the US wants to stay 1n the
racg'on. tut Trat 1t may not pbe aple to afTora o in tre
numpers T s togav.

I, A Z2oNC18e DU TNOroudn exgianat:'on 3T Tne marrtime
ra:ance OT opcwer can be founa 1r @3ecrqae =. wuestar. ‘The Non-
Atigneg 3tates anad Arms Control. Eawarg <. LUCK. €Q.. Arms
controi: Tne Mu:itiiateral Aiternative iNew York: New vYork
uriiversitv Fress. 19831, pp. 26-127.
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7. Clyde H. Farnsworth, "Mosbacher Leaves For Tokyo
Talks.  The New York Times, 12 March 1990, p. D1t.

8. Domestic support for military operations not
perceived to be 1n the ’'direct’ 1nterest of the US wi1ll be
ex*remely difficult to sustain over any length of time.

9. Bernard k. Goraon, ' wanted: A New Paci1fic Policv.
Pacitic Basin: Concept ana Chailenge, 'wasnington, D.C.:
Center for Nationat: Policy. 1986), p. 33.

10U, ATl auring the 1980s the US 3cvernment has
considered the Soviet Union a superpower 1n military terms
alone--not 1n economics, trade, manutacturing, agricuiture.
etc.

11. Paul M. Kenneady. The Rise ana Fall of British Naval
Mastery. London: The Ashfield Press, 138b, pD. xx.

12, All pbut one of the people whom I 1nterviewed agreed
on tnhis point,

13. James F. Gibiin. "National Strategies ang Japan s
nortnern Territoraies, Naval war Colilege Review. Winter 1987,
14, Yuk10 Satch. "Tne Evoiution of Japanese Securitvy

Policvy. Adelpni, Papers. no. 178, Autumn 1982, pp. 2-6.
12. Tne March 19. 1990 Navy Times has an article con

alternative si1tes tor the Navy 1n the Paci1fic 1f 1t were to
iose Subic Bav. See page 24,

15. rennedy. pPD. XX1-Xxxv.

17. Quester, p. 126.

Cnapter IV

1. Satoh. p. 33.

2. The Nixon Doctrne stated tnat the US would aid
otners 1n the:r defense efrforts. but tnat US coulg not take or
tne gertense of tre entire tree worla. The US wouid, 1n —ne
ruture ipost-vietnam:, nrelp 1n direct gefense when 1T mares a
real gltrerence and 1s conslaered 1n our 1nteres:t

3. rennedy., D. AX1,

4. Kennegay, D. XX1=Xxv,
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Chapter V

1. There was a strong_oerceotion 1n East Asia 1n the
early 1970s, after the enunciation of the "Nixon Doctrine,”
that the US was 1n retreat from the region. This feeling was
exacerbated by the complete fall and witnarawal from Vietnam
in 1975, Events such as the "Mavaguez 1ncident’ helpeao
restore scme confidence 1n the US. Full confidence was not o
return unti1i the Reagan miiitary opuillg-up vears. commencing 1n
1931.

2. witrness tne current lobbying effort by the Texas anc
Pennsylvania Congressional delegations (stight of manufacture
ana tne B8ell Ailrcrartt Company to keep the v-22 'Tilt-Rotor
aircrafrt alive even after 1t has been dropped from the budget
by tne Secretary of Defense as being 'too expensive.’

. Chaimers Johnson. a US academic expert on Japanese
1ssues. opinions that nc one 1s really paying for the 'rice:’
future American’'s are paving for the US defense builldup
because of the severitv of the US budget geticiz. See
Cnaimers uonnson. Reflections on the Dilemma or Japanese
Detense. Asian Survey, Mayv 18986, p. 561.

ad. ongress may design scme sort of formula which woulc
oropcse x  amount of gefense cuts as the warning time goes
up.

5. nMavy Times, o. 24.
€. Civde W. Prestowitz., Trading Places: row We Allowea
Japan 70 GTare the Leac, New YOrmn: Basi1c 300ks. 1989,

7. Civge H. Farnswortn. Mosbacher Leaves for Tokvo
Talks. Mew York Times. Marcn 12. 1990, D1'. Commerce
Secratary Mcsbacher ieft for Japan on t1 March, saving he
warteg to convev to the Jazpanese 'a certaln serse of urgency
about tne rtrade prodliem. =e further stated we (the US) want
to ma-e sure we transiate vervy fine rhetoric into activity.'

%. Brink Lindsay, Trade Crisis? Wwhat Trage Crisis? .
wall Streat gyournal, 7 march 1990, p. AS8.

El ZeZur 'ty asgistanrce credits mav mean iess 1 tne
ruture 3 ven tne spilraii.ng ccsts of ni-tech weapcns.

10. sapanese entry 1nto the commerciati aircraft
manu*acturira market represents one of those aual-edged sworas
of co-ceve ocment. The Boe'ng Arrcratt Zompany provigoes a
gooQ case 1n oolrt. Tne B-767 1s one of the company’'s most
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successful commercial aircraft; Japanese airlines are the
largest single users of this particular aircraft. The Boeing
President, speaking at a luncheon I attended. said the reason
for thi1s was that a Japanese company subcontracted the work
for the B-767 fuselage. Their supbcontract, therefore, sala
tne Boeing man, was the main reason for the iarge sales to
Japan. The FS-X deal raised the hackles of some defense
1ndustry manufacturers about givina the Japanese techncicgy
which would allow tnem to compete with US airrframe
manufacturers. rRecentiv. the US enaine manufacturer Pratt i
wnitnev signed a co-development/co-0roauction agreement witn
the Japanese LO procQuce a new engine tec power the next
generation of commercial aircrart. It willl be tne woria's
most powerful commercial engine and, wi1ll reguire the most
advanced design ana manufacturing techniques. The upshot s,
thnat over a tew years the Japanese wi1ll nhave acquired the
abi111ty to compete witn one of the US’s mcst 1mportant export
bpusinesses, and willl nave done so witn the nelip of the very
1naustry with whom tney wi1ll then compete.

11. In 1984 1 was serving, as a Lieutenant, on the staff
of tne Director. Politizco-Mi1litary Poiicy and Current Plians
Division on tne OPNAV staff. Two subDject areas for whicn I
was responsible were conventionai arms controil andg other arms
control negotiations wnich might 1n some way 1mpact Navy
operations. My jast firtness renort nad the following two
cemmrents about nava: arms contrcoi: "First {(reporting sen:cr’'s
emcnasis)t te reccgnize and sounc the alarm over potentia’
gangers to the US Navv 1n the Soviet Navai arms contro:
proposals. tollowed 2v seirt-initiated errorts to short-circult
these dangers. . anga Frankly, tnese subjects (arms control)
ccmerise an arcare science of negotration which most raval
orficers simply want to i1gnore. ’

12. Marsha'i Annromeyev, quoted 1n Roger W. Barnett,
Navai Arms Control: One-way Channel ', Unpublished paper.
1329, p. 34.

13, Acmirat Zrarles R. Larson 1in Barnett, p. 28.

14, Barnett. po. 24-26.

15, Larson guoted 1n Barnett. o. 2:23.

ik Ren. Patr . Ci1a Scnroeder, quoted in Will:lam Martnews.
Scnroeger wants Ena To OUre-way Relationsnio wWitn Asia. Navy

Times. Marcn 12, 193J, p. 26.

17. Barnett. p. 19.

(o 4]
[+
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18. John F. Fitzgerald., "Peace, Deficits Steal Submarine
Spotlignt,” The Hartford Courant, 25 February 1990, p. 1.
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